K.   C.   BHATTACHARYA
selves. If literal thought is that which does not use symbols, then
this thought is not literal thought though Professor Bhattacharya
calls it so. Literal thought would be such thought as thinks itself,
that in which the ideas or thoughts do not refer beyond them-
selves, for instance, the thought of mere Being in Hegel's
dialectic, or, as a more appropriate example, the thought of
thought itself.
We may be told that Professor Bhattacharya does not mean by
symbolic thought thought that uses symbols, but some way of
knowing which is a symbol of thought; so that literal thought
means the knowing of any phenomenal object, while the symbolic
is the knowing of the transcendental. Unfortunately, Professor
Bhattacharya does not clarify his ideas. Even if we suppose this
alternative interpretation to be his meaning, it is difficult to
understand why a knowing that is theoretical and discursive, that
tries to relate one entity to another, is not thought but only its
symbol. Even for this knowing, Professor Bhattacharya says,
there is the difference between the subjective, the objective, and
the transcendental attitudes. And a knowing that is capable of
making these distinctions is still discursive. And every knowing
that is discursive is thought, not merely a symbol of thought. If it
is said that this knowing does not make these distinctions, then the
distinctions between the three kinds of thought as well as between
the three kinds of the spoken, which Professor Bhattacharya makes,
vanishes. And thought here will be a knowing that will not be
discursive but integral. Then there would be no judgment, and
thought would come to a standstill.
Professor Bhattacharya tells us that, in the knowing of the
three Ideas, there is no judgment. He writes: "There are no
judgments, accordingly, in metaphysics and, paradoxical as it
may sound, the metaphysical beliefs are not reached by inference.
The elaborate parade of deductive proof in metaphysics is only a
make-believe, unless proof is taken, as is sometimes taken, as the
exposition of an experienced tautology. Metaphysical reasoning is
only a systematic exposition of symbolic concepts, concepts that are
implicitly taken as symbols of contents that are enjoyingly
beUeved."1 This passage requires explanation and, if its meaning
is contrary to experience, criticism. Here Professor Bhattacharya
tells us that metaphysical reasoning uses symbols. If so, and if
our ordinary thought too uses symbols, is it not also to be called
* Contemporary Indian Philosophy, p. 79.
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